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1 Introduction
The realization of symmetries in physical models reveals sometimes unusual aspects
which lead to new insights. Therefore we must go into the matter more thoroughly
in order to get a clearer idea of the situation.
Usually the first step in this investigation amounts to studying the realization in
the linear approximation, and in many cases this approximation fully solves the
problems, with the aid of Lie group theory.
Anyhow, sometimes, there is no physical reason for the symmetry to be linear,
and, on the other hand, it was realized, in the eighties, the restriction to the linear
approximation was too narrow from a physical point of view.
Indeed the developments of solvable models, string theory, and the explosion of the
non-linear sciences lead to a change of opinion in the researchers community.
In particular, in the investigations on the infinite-dimensional algebras, the exigency
of the non linearity became quite appealing [1].
These implications were transferred into the context of string theory, and both to the
theory of integrable systems and the theory of two dimensional critical phenomena
[2], [3][4][5]
These new non-linear symmetries lead in particular to the so-called W algebras,
which were interpreted as the generalizations of the well-known Virasoro algebra
by allowing to introduce higher spin fields. Recall that the Virasoro algebra is the
infinite dimensional Lie algebra associated with the conformal symmetries in two
dimensional space-time.
One profitable approach which broadens the common knowledge of this subject is
the Drinfeld-Sokolov construction [6]. It allows to derive the W algebras staring
from affine Lie algebras.
Many other powerful approaches exist as well [7][8][9] [10][11][12][13] [14] [15]· · · In
particular, our own point of view consists in an attempt in constructing W-algebras
in terms of space-time transformations [16] [16][17] [18][19]. In the present paper
we suggest an improvement which, according to our opinion, could be more fruitful
from the physical viewpoint, namely in order to construct some models.
For this purpose we follow the guidelines given by Forsyth [20] concerning differential
equations that we shall adapt to the one dimensional complex case in order to
incorporate the conformal geometry of Riemann surfaces.
The former is a textbook which, according to our opinion, is the precursor of this
subject and steers our treatment.
All the mathematical details of our method will be treated elsewhere [21]: we sum-
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marize here only the main steps, since the aim of the paper is to raise some physical
consequences which are involved in the present approach.
In this optic, the main result of the paper concludes that the coordinate frames
defined within the Forsyth-Laguerre formalism, and the dynamics of which is given
by a Lagrangian model, turn to have at the Quantum level, a non commutative
regime. Of course, at the Classical one, they display the customary commutative
behaviour. This conclusion derives from a counterterm required for compensating
the W-anomaly. This quantum mechanism awards the Forsyth-Laguerre frames with
very unfamiliar quantum interaction properties.
In Section 2 the reader is introduced to the already well known (for the people
engaged in these fields) Forsyth-Laguerre projective formalism. In particular we
shall show that non-infinitesimal holomorphic changes of frames produce a special
projective coordinate property (we shall call the D.O.R. mechanism), generate an
algebra.
In Section 3 we discuss the B.R.S. formulation of the symmetry implemented by
the previous transformations, giving rise to a finite W algebra.
Furthermore we shall show that the D.O.R. mechanism is naturally encapsulated
in the realization of a W-symmetry.
Anyhow, we shall see, in the formalism there is a degeneracy of a geometrical nature
which does not allow to define the coordinates in a not unique way. This depends on
the fact that the arbitrary order of derivatives of more than one coordinate shows
the same coefficients expansion generating the D.O.R. mechanism.
So we are in presence of orbits of frames with identical symmetry properties. This
degeneracy is well expected from the physical point of view thus showing the full
equivalence of frames. But it might be dangerous if we want to improve the symme-
try at the quantum level. In fact, from a dynamical point of view, any degeneracy
could lead to some instabilities under radiative corrections.
To discuss and to solve this pathology we construct, in Section 4, a Lagrangian model
for the dynamics of the Forsyth-Laguerre frames. At the quantum level anomalies
occur, and consequently a symmetry breakdown.
By, using the usual methods of gauge theory, we shall show that a topological
Chern-Simons counterterm allows the anomaly cancellations. The price to pay is
the introduction of new mutual interactions between the coordinate fields.
In this new panorama the symmetry is restored at the quantum level, but the
Laguerre-Forsyth frames must be considered as noncommutative coordinates for
higher order frames.
3
2 The Laguerre-Forsyth frames and the D.O.R. mechanism
This section is devoted to remind the definition of the Laguerre-Forsyth projective
frames and to clarify their properties.
The starting point is to consider a (two dimensional) Riemann surface with local
complex coordinates (z, z) and where is defined the well-known differential equation
of order s [22]:
Lsf
(R)(z, z) = 0
Ls =
s∑
j=0
a
(s)
(s−j)(z, z)∂j , a
(s)
(0)(z, z) = 1, a
(s)
(1)(z, z) = 0. (2.1)
The previous equation admits s solutions f (R)(z, z) which are scalar densities under
holomorphic change of charts. with conformal weight 1−s2 . On the other hand, under
the same change the operators Lr(z, z) scale as:
Lr((w,w)) = (w
′)
−
(1+r)
2 Lr(z, z)(w
′)
1−r
2 (2.2)
.
If we introduce the ratios:
Z(R)(z, z) =
f (R+1)(z, z)
f (1)(z, z)
, R = 1 · · · s− 1 (2.3)
we construct a map from the (z, z) plane to the projective CP(s−1) space, after
getting a set of s− 1 independent scalar functions.
So we can state:
Conjecture 2.1 In each point of the (z, z) surface we can construct an s− 1 pro-
jective dimensional frame.
~Z(z, z) ≡
(
Z(1), Z(2), · · · , Z(s−1)
)
(z, z)
(2.4)
It is trivial to remark that the Z(R)(z, z) ”coordinates” are scalar objects with re-
spect (z, z) covariance, and the (R) index represents only a label to distinguish each
”coordinates”. Such frames will be called ”Forsyth-Laguerre frames ” in the sequel.
4
This gave rise to a wide class of investigations in the subject on algebraic geometry
[23] [24] and higher orders uniformization of Rieman surfaces [25][26][27].
We reopen in Ref [21] this problem at a rather lower level, focusing our attention
on the related properties of the Forsyth-Laguerre coordinates.
Using Eqs (2.3)(2.1) we can get, first of all, for each class of Z(R)(z, z), the remark-
able property:
Guess 2.1
∂(m)Z
(R)(z, z) =
s−1∑
l=1
R
(l)
(m)(z, z)̟
(R)
(l) (z, z)
R
(l)
(m)(z, z) = δ
(l)
(m) if 1 ≤ m ≤ s− 1 (2.5)
where we have introduced the wronskian matrix:
̟(z, z)≡

∂Z(1)(z, z) · · · ∂Z(s−1)(z, z)
...
. . .
...
∂(s−1)Z
(1)(z, z) · · · ∂(s−1)Z
(s−1)(z, z)

(2.6)
This decomposition is universal for all the Z(R)(z, z) coordinates, so R
(l)
(s+m)(z, z)
does not depend on the order (R) of the coordinate Z(R)(z, z).
Guess(2.5) states that the wronskian is a basis for its arbitrary derivatives with
coefficients depending on (z, z).
We shall call this mechanism as Derivative Order Reduction, and we shall denote
in future as D.O.R.
The proof is trivial by direct computation, and we get:
R
(j)
(s)(z, z)≡−
1
f (1)(z, z)
[(s−1∑
l=j
 l
j
 a(s)(s−l)(z, z)∂l−jf (1)(z, z))
+
 s
j
 ∂s−jf (1)(z, z)] (2.7)
where R
(j)
(s)(z, z) depends on the coefficients a
(j)
(s−j)(z, z) and f
(1)(z, z)(and their z
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derivatives); so this decomposition does not depend on the index of the test function
f (P )(z, z).
In particular we have from Eq (2.7)(due to convention a
(s)
(1)(z, z) = 0 ):
R
(s−1)
(s) (z, z) = −s∂ ln f
(1)(z, z) (2.8)
The R
(p)
(m)(z, z) coefficients have meaningful properties: from the very definition Eq
(2.5) it follows:
R
(p)
(m+n)(z, z) =
m∑
j=0
m
j
 s−1∑
l=1
∂(j)R
(l)
(n)(z, z)R
(p)
(m+(l−j))(z, z)
(2.9)
In particular:
∂R
(l)
(n)(z, z) = R
(l)
(n+1)(z, z)−
s−1∑
m=1
R
(m)
(n) (z, z)R
(l)
(m+1)(z, z) (2.10)
If we now perform, for such Forsyth-Laguerre frames, the finite non linear holomor-
phic transformations (holomorphic in the sense that z is kept fixed):
Z(R)(z, z) −→ Z
′(R)
(
Z(R)(z, z)
)
≡ Z(R)(z, z) +
(∞)∑
l=1
γl(z)∂lZ
(R)(z, z) (2.11)
the D.O.R. mechanism, after the formal resummations of the expansion parameters,
shrinks to a finite number of terms in the expansion:
(∞)∑
l=1
γl(z)∂lZ
(R)(z, z) =
(∞)∑
l=1
γl(z)
(s−1)∑
m=1
R
(m)
(l) (z, z)∂mZ
(R)(z, z)
≡
(s−1)∑
n=1
σ(n)(z, z)∂nZ
(R)(z, z) (2.12)
(with s > 1).
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The composition of two transformations as in Eqs (2.11), belongs (thanks to the
D.O.R. trick) to the same space of Eq (2.12):
Z(R)(z, z) −→ Z ′′(R)
(
Z
′(R)
(
Z(R)(z, z)
))
= Z(R)(z, z) +
(∞)∑
l=1
γl(z)∂l
(
Z(R)(z, z) +
(∞)∑
l′=1
γl
′
(z)∂l′Z
(R)(z, z)
)
= Z(R)(z, z) +
(s−1)∑
n=1
σ
′(n)(z, z)∂nZ
(R)(z, z) (2.13)
This fact generates an algebra.
This shows that only in the Forsyth-Laguerre frames it is possible to extend beyond
the first order derivative the infinitesimal holomorphic diffeomorphisms, retaining
the structure of an algebra.
As said before the aim of this work is to study, on a physical perspective, the non
linear algebra coming from the transformations Eqs (2.11) (2.12), and to show that
a B.R.S. treatment of the problem allows to describe not only the symmetry, but
it is also clever to include the D.O.R. mechanism, which is the cornerstone of the
Forsyth-Laguerre approach.
This ends the discussion of the introductory material needed to the more physical
part of the paper; the remaining part wants to show to the reader the intriguing
role of the Laguerre-Forsyth frames, and their related symmetries, within a Field
Theoretical model.
More specifically, while at the Classical level they optimize ( in a projective ap-
proach) an ordinary coordinate system. But, when the improvement at the quan-
tum level is performed, the symmetry conservation requirement and the anomaly
absorption, assign to them a fields content, and then only within a non commutative
coordinate framework the physical content can be discussed.
3 B.R.S approach
The transformations (2.11) induce [21] the B.R.S transformations :
δWZ
(R)(z, z) =
s−1∑
l=1
K(l)(z, z)̟
(R)
(l) (z, z)
1 ≤ r ≤ s− 1 (3.14)
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The nilpotency (and the use of Eq (2.5) is again the primary requirement to get it)
gives the B.R.S. variations of the ghosts:
δWK
(l)(z, z) =
∑
m
K(m)(z, z)B
(l)
(m)(z, z) (3.15)
where B(z, z) is a ghost one (s− 1)× (s− 1) matrix with ghost entries:
B
(l)
(m)(z, z) ≡
(s−1)∑
n=0
m∑
p=0
m
p
 ∂(p)K(n)(z, z)R(l)(m+n−p)(z, z) (3.16)
The transformations in eq (3.15) give rise to a W(s− 1) algebra [21] ¿From this is
easy to realize, for 1 ≤ i ≤ s− 1:
δW̟
J
i (z, z) =
∑
n
B
(n)
(i) (z, z)̟
(J)
(n)(z, z) (3.17)
δWB(z, z) = B(z, z)B(z, z) (3.18)
The previous equation (3.18) awards to the composite fields B(z, z) a relevance,
since, using this parametrization, a GL(s− 1) structure comes into evidence. This
symmetry is not evident using the K(z, z) ghosts reparametrization.
The reduction coefficients R
(l)
(m)(z, z) allow the closure of the related algebra,by
means the property endowed in Eq(2.5). This has completely distorted the regular
procedure; and, more, in order to provide the Jacoby identity the R
(l)
(m)(z, z) have
to transform under the B.R.S. algebra as:
δWR
(p)
(n)(z, z) = B
(p)
(n)(z, z)−
∑
q
R
(q)
(n)(z, z)B
(p)
(q)(z, z)
(3.19)
It follows from Eq (3.18):
δWTrB(z, z) = δWdetB(z, z) = 0 (3.20)
and from eq (2.8)[7]
f (1)(z, z) = det̟(z, z)−
1
s (3.21)
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It is important to stress, as widely investigated in reference [21], that the ghosts
K(l)(z, z) are not tensors, since under finite holomorphic rescaling they transform
as:
K(m)(w,w) = K(l)(z, z)Φ−1
m
(ℓ)(z) (3.22)
̟
(R)
(m)(w,w) = Φ
(ℓ)
m (z)̟
(R)
(ℓ) (z, z) (3.23)
where:
Φ−1ℓ,k(z) =

w(ℓ)(z) δk,1 ,
k−1∑
r=ℓ−1
(k − 1)!w(k−r)(z)
(k − r − 1)!
∑
a1 + · · · + rar = r
a1 + · · · + ar = ℓ− 1
(
r∏
n=1
1
an!
(
w(n)(z)
n!
)an)
, ℓ ≥ k ≥ 2
0, ℓ < k
(3.24)
with non vanishing determinant, det Φ−1(z) = (w′(z))s(s−1)/2.
Under holomorphic reparametrization the ghosts B
(l)
(j)(z, z) behave as:
B
(l)
(j)(w,w) =
∑
(s,m)
Φ
(s)
(j)(z)B
(m)
(s) (z, z)Φ
(−1)(l)
(m)(z) (3.25)
A reduction from jets to tensor can be found in ref [21], and it is crucial from the
physical point of view, since, for instance, tensor objects are suitable for constructing
globally defined observables.
Let C(l)(z, z) be holomorphic tensor ghosts generalizing[16] the Becchi’s ones[28] ,
the decomposition:
K(l)(z, z) = C(l)(z, z) +
∑
p>l;0≤r≤p−l
∂rC
(p)(z, z)T
(r,l)
(p) (z, z) (3.26)
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where:
T
(b,m)
(p) (z, z) = 0 for p < m
T
(r,m)
(p) (z, z) = δ
(r)
(0) for p = m
(3.27)
satisfy all the consistency conditions. By the way the holomorphic ghosts can be
decomposed into the non-holomorphic ones c(r,s)(z, z)[17]:
Cj(z, z) =
∑
r,s=1···j
[
r!s!
(
Πi
(
µli(z)(z, z)
)ki
ki!
)
|{ ∑
i
ki = s
r +
∑
i
liki = j
}]c(r,s)(z, z)
(3.28)
where µli(z)(z, z) are the Bilal-Fock-Kogan multipliers [29] [16][30][21]. To shorten we
compress:
c(1,0)(z, z) ≡ c(z, z) (3.29)
c(0,1)(z, z) ≡ c¯(z, z) (3.30)
3.1 B.R.S algebra and D.O.R. decomposition
Our algebra describes a spatial transformation, and must include (in its lower order
derivative term) the infinitesimal factorized diffeomorphism in terms of the holomor-
phic ghosts (3.28). In this approximation the derivative operator can be described
in an algebraic way, using the Fock space formalism [31] [32], using each field and
its derivatives are considered as independent variables.
If one writes the B.R.S. operator over the Fock space it can be shown [33][34] that:
∂ =
{
∂
∂c(z, z)
, δW
}
(3.31)
∂ =
{
∂
∂c¯(z, z)
, δW
}
(3.32)
Statement 3.1 The closure of the algebra (i.e the nilpotency of the B.R.S operator)
and the links Eqs (3.31),(3.32): allow to get rid of the framework which led to eq
(2.1), (2.3), and fully contains (2.5). It is thus possible to encapsulate the
Laguerre-Forsyth formalism in a B.R.S. way
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¿From (3.17) we get:
∂̟
(R)
(q) (z, z)−
∑
r
∂B
(r)
(q)(z, z)
∂c(z, z)
̟
(R)
(r) (z, z) = 0 (3.33)
∂̟
(R)
(q) (z, z)−
∑
r
∂B
(r)
(q)(z, z)
∂c¯(z, z)
̟
(R)
(r) (z, z) = 0 (3.34)
Where from Eqs (3.27) (3.28) and eq (3.16) we can derive :
∂B
(m)
(n) (z, z)
∂c(z, z)
= R
(m)
(n+1)(z, z) ≡ J(z)
(m)
(n) (z, z) (3.35)
in details:
J(z)(z, z) =

0 1 0 0 · · · 0
0 0 1 0 · · ·
0 0 0 1 · · · 0
...
...
...
...
. . .
...
0 0 0 0 · · · 1
R
(1)
(s)(z, z) R
(2)
(s)(z, z) · · · · · · · · · R
(s−1)
(s) (z, z)

. (3.36)
which gives (in the equation (3.33)) the B.R.S. origin of the Eq (2.5), and then
imply the D.O.R. mechanism.
Moreover we have a further link:
∂B
(k)
(l) (z, z)
∂c¯(z, z)
=
∑ l
i
 i
j
 ∂(j+r)µ(p)(z, z)∂(i−j)T(r,m)(p) (z, z)R(k)(l−i+m)(z, z)
≡ J(z)
(k)
(l) (z, z) (3.37)
which appears as something new with respect the D.O.R. expansion.
So if we introduce the connection 1-form:
J(z, z) = J(z)(z, z)dz + J(z)(z, z)dz (3.38)
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The components of the connection in Eqs (3.35) (3.37) verify, as we can see by a
direct application of the commutation rules Eqs (3.31) and (3.32) on Eq (3.18),
δWJ(z, z) =−dB(z, z) +
[
B(z, z),J(z, z)
]
grad
(3.39)
( where d = dz∂ + dz∂ is the differential)
Further Eqs (3.33)(3.34) sum up into:
DJ̟
(R)
(q) (z, z) = 0 (3.40)
namely, d̟ − J̟ = 0 ⇒ d(J̟) = 0.
Moreover the use of Eqs (3.31)(3.32) on (3.39) provide the zero curvature condition:
dJ(z, z)−
1
2
[
J(z, z),J(z, z)
]
grad
= 0 (3.41)
which implies DJ
2 = 0.
This condition, applied to the decomposition Eq (3.26) fixes T
(b,m)
(p) (z, z) as functions
of R
(k)
(l) (z, z) such that:
l∑
i=0
 l
i
 i∑
j=0
 i
j
[∂(i−j)T((b−j)−1,m)(p) (z, z) + ∂(i−j+1)T(b−j,m)(p) (z, z)
]
R
(k)
(l−i+m)(z, z) = 0
p−m ≥ b ≥ 0; p,m = 1 · · · s− 1;
(3.42)
We can verify that equation Eqs (3.34) takes its consistency directly from the zero
curvature condition,as we can see by applying a ∂ operator to the first one and
using the relations, derived from eq (3.19):
∂J(z)
(q)
(n)(z, z) +
∑
l
J(z)
(q)
(l) J(z)
(l)
(n) = J(z)
(q)
(n+1)(z, z) (3.43)
∂J(z)
(q)
(n)(z, z) +
∑
l
J(z)
(q)
(l) J(z)
(l)
(n) = J(z)
(q)
(n+1)(z, z) (3.44)
All the previous equations can be viewed as holonomy constraints, describing the
independent parallel transport along the z and z axes of the wronskian ̟
(R)
(q) (z, z)
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by means of a zero curvature connection J, and hint that ̟
(R)
(q) (z, z) (and then
Z(R)(z, z)) may be, in general, a non-local function on J(z), J(z) (but local in (z, z)!)
We emphasize once more that we have brought the analysis on a B.R.S. algebraic
framework, from a classical branch of Riemaniann geometry. This implies that we
have to assure that our treatment will lead to an unique and reliable solution. The
first requirement is that this solution has to be stable under the algebra deformation;
we will now show in the next, that some problem is at the door.
3.2 The orbits of the gauge fields: the non uniqueness of the coordinates
definition
Let us introduce the fields Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z) transforming under W, according to the adjoint
representation with the B
(m)
(n) (z, z) ghosts:
δWΛ
(m)
(n) (z, z) =
s−1∑
r=1
B
(r)
(n)(z, z)Λ
(m)
(r) (z, z)−B
(m)
(r) (z, z)Λ
(r)
(n)(z, z)
(3.45)
and the fields Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z) rescale under holomorphic change of charts as:
Λ
(m)
(n) (w,w) =
∑
r,p
Φ
(m)
(r) (z)Λ
(r)
(p)(z, z)(Φ)
−1(p)
(n)(z) (3.46)
Now if we introduce:
̟′
(R)
(n) (z, z) = Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z)̟
(R)
(m)(z, z) (3.47)
this quantities have the B.R.S. variations:
δW̟
′(J)
(n)(z, z) =
∑
n
B
(m)
(n) (z, z)̟
′(J)
(m)(z, z) (3.48)
So eq (3.31) and (3.32) give:
D(J)̟
′(R)
(q) (z, z) = 0 (3.49)
So,if we define the coordinates Z ′(R)(z, z) by means of the differential equations:
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∂(n)Z
′(R)(z, z) ≡ ̟′
(R)
(n) =
(
Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z)∂(m)Z
(R)(z, z)
)
(3.50)
(so they are, in general, non local in Λ!) it is straightforward to get:
∂
(
∂(n)Z
′(R)(z, z)
)
= J(z)
(r)
(n)(z, z)
(
∂(m)Z
′(R)(z, z)
)
∂
(
∂(n)Z
′(R)(z, z)
)
= J(z)
(r)
(n)(z, z)
(
∂(m)Z
′(R)(z, z)
)
(3.51)
So the coordinates Z ′(R)(z, z) satisfy the same B.R.S. algebra (3.17) and have the
identical D.O.R. expansion (2.5) as the Z(R)(z, z) ones.
One may wonder what is the spatial meaning of the additional symmetry represented
in the Eq (3.45). By applying (3.31) and (3.32) on the latter, the Λ’s have to verify
the conditions:
∂Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z)− (J(z))
(r)
(n)
(z, z)Λ
(m)
(r) (z, z) + (J(z))
(m)
(r)
(z, z)Λ
(r)
(n)(z, z) = 0 (3.52)
∂Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z)− (J(z))
(r)
(n)
(z, z)Λ
(m)
(r) (z, z) + (J(z))
(m)
(r)
(z, z)Λ
(r)
(n)(z, z) = 0 (3.53)
or in a more compact notation dΛ− [J,Λ] = 0, i.e.
(
D(J)Λ
)(m)
(n)
(z, z) = 0 (3.54)
which links the derivatives of Λ to the J connection.
It is evident to realize that this is not the more general solution we can get: in
fact if we define Λ′
(m)
(n) (z, z) = (Λ
r)
(m)
(n) (z, z) for all r integers, (which means that
(Λr)
(m)
(n) (z, z) is an invertible matrix inGL(s−1,C)) we can get the same conclusions.
We may ask now which principle selects the best solution among these various
possibilities. We believe that this might only come from a dynamical foreground,
since the geometry alone does not provide the solution. For this reason we introduce
a W(s) invariant Lagrangian model, with equation of motion the equations (3.40)and
(3.54), in order to investigate the dynamical properties of the Forsyth-Laguerre
coordinates Z(R)(z, z) both at the classical and quantum levels.
First of all, we have to find the more general Lagrangian constrained by the W
symmetry and giving rise to the all the algebraic requirements for consistency.
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But first we have to remark the fundamental difference between Eqs (3.40) (3.54):
while the first ones (as previously widely underlined) assures the closure of the
algebra and the nilpotency of the B.R.S. operator, the last ones give only consistency
condition for the Λ
(m)
(n) (z, z) fields, due the space transformation character of the W
symmetry.
4 Lagrangian Field Theory model
4.1 The classical model
We want here build a polynomial Lagrangian invariant under W(s) containing
̟(z, z), J(z)(z, z), J(z)(z, z) and Λ(z, z) , as independent fields.
A natural further need is (obviously) the invariance under holomorphic change of
charts for the Action integrand. This requirement becomes outstanding, owing to
the unusual (jets) behaviour of these fields.
The aim of this dynamical model is to resolve the degeneracy of the non complete
fixing of the coordinates Z(r)(z, z) with the same D.O.R. decomposition.
Obviously this is not expected at the classical level, but we foresee that quantum
fluctuations could disentangle the problem.
The classical generating functional is defined as:
ZClassical[J] =
∫ ∏[
dZ(R)dJ(z)dJ(z)dΛ
]
exp
i
~
ΓClassical (4.55)
where J labels collectively all the external classical fields on which the functional
integration is not performed. So we introduce the Classical Action which has to be
invariant under both holomorphic change of charts and the B.R.S. algebra :
ΓClassical =
∫
dz ∧ dz¯Tr
[
∞∑
n=0
(
ηnΛ(z, z)
nTr(Λn
′
(z, z)) det(Λn”(z, z))
D(z)Λ(z, z)D(z)Λ(z, z) +
∑
R,S
α(zz¯,n,p)(z, z)Λ
n(z, z)DetΛp(z, z)Tr(Λq(z, z))
)
+β(z)(z, z)
[
J(z)(z, z),Λ(z, z)
]
+ ρ(z, z)
[
J(z)(z, z), J(z)(z, z)
]
+β(z)(z, z)
[
J(z)(z, z),Λ(z, z)
]
+ Jzz¯(Λ)(z, z)Λ(z, z)
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+Jzz¯(R)(z, z)Z
(R)(z, z) + η(R)
(n)
(z) (z, z)J
(p)
(z),(n)̟
(R)
(p) (z, z)
+η(R)
(n)
(z) (z, z)J
(p)
(z),(n)̟
(R)
(p) (z, z)γzz¯(R)(z, z)δWZ
(R)(z, z) + σ(z)(z, z)J(z)(z, z)
+σ(z)(z, z)J(z)(z, z) + γJ(z)(z, z)δWJ(z)(z, z) + γJ(z)(z, z)δWJ(z)(z, z)
+γΛ(z, z)δWΛ(z, z) + γB(z, z)B(z, z) + ζ(z, z)δWB(z, z)
]
(4.56)
The Action is endowed with all the Classical external fields necessary for a proper
tratment in the functional approach. The canonical dimensions of the fields are fixed
by the ”little” indices content and their ΦΠ charge[33]:
dim = Ndown −Nup +QΦΠ (4.57)
The algebra closes if both Eqs (3.40) and (3.41) hold; furthermore we have to fix eq
(3.54) as consistency conditions.
∂(n+1)
δ
δJ(zz¯)(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] =
δ
δη(z)
(n)
(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.58)
∂∂(n)
δ
δJ(zz¯)(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] =
δ
δη(z)
(n)
(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.59)
These equations are nothing else that the Eqs (3.40) written in a functional lan-
guage.In the context of a Lagrangian Fields Theory model, they represent the equa-
tions of motions of the fields Z(R)(z, z), in order to assure the large diff algebra
closure in the (z) direction (eq (4.58)) and in the (z) one (eq (4.59)) with a parallel
transport carried by a zero curvature connection.
To the previous equations, must be joined the consistency conditions:
∂
δ
δη(z)
(n)
(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] = ∂
δ
δη(z)
(n)
(R)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.60)
∂
δ
δJzz¯Λ(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] =
δ
δβz(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.61)
∂
δ
δJzz¯Λ(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] =
δ
δβ(z)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.62)
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∂
δ
δσ(z)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] − ∂
δ
δσ(z)(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0]
=
δ
δρ(z, z)
ZClassical[J]|[J=0] (4.63)
which respectively reproduce the compatibility condition for (3.40), Eqs (3.52) and
(3.53), and the vanishing of the curvature (3.41).
Finally the α(zz¯,k,n,R,S)
(m)
(n) (z, z) fields in Eq (4.56) have been introduced to get the
right change of chart property of their relative terms, and behave under the W
adjoint representation:
δWα(zz¯,k,n)
(m)
(n) (z, z)
=
∑
r
(
B
(r)
(n)(z, z)α(zz¯,k,n)
(m)
(r) (z, z)−B
(m)
(r) (z, z)α(zz¯,k,n)
(r)
(n)(z, z)
)
(4.64)
We remark again that the algebra is nilpotent and consistent if the equations of
motion eqs(4.58)(4.61)(4.59)(4.62)(4.63) hold as consistency conditions.
It is evident from the Action Eq (4.56) that the Λ(z, z) fields have a non trivial two
point function:
< ΛΛ(p) >
(−1)m,n
p,q
= p2δ
(i)
(j)δ
(m)
(n) +
∑
R
< α˜, 2, 0 >
(i,m)
(j,n)
+< α˜, 0, 1 >W(3)
(i,m)
(j,n) +< α˜, 0, 2 >W(2)
(i,m)
(j,n)
(4.65)
where the last two terms come from the Λ determinants in the case of s = 3, 2
respectively. Its inverse produces a non trivial propagator: We shall indicate the
< ΛΛ(p) >
m,n
p,q propagator with a wavy line as:
 < ΛΛ(p) >m,np,q (4.66)
On the other hand the fields J(z)(z, z), J(z)(z, z) and the coordinates Z
(R)(z, z) have
no propagator at the classical level.
17
4.2 Quantum extension
The quantum improvement of the model wants to extend at each order of the ~ loop
expansion the W symmetry; that is it demands to find an extension af the Classical
Action Γ′0. If not so the breakings ∆:
δWΓ
′
0 = ∆ (4.67)
have to satisfy, due to the Wess-Zumino consistency condition:
δW∆W = 0 (4.68)
A complete solution for this problem can be found in the literature of the B.R.S.
approach to Gauge Fields models[35] . Indeed it easy (but troublesome and tedious
) to see, using the consistency conditions coming from eq (4.68), that the external
fields component of the anomaly can be compensated within a counter-term proce-
dure. So only the quantized field component survives. It has been noted [36] that
introducing cocycle terms and total derivatives,the anomaly can be written in a well
defined form as:
∆W
1
2(z, z) = 3σTr(J(z)(z, z)∂B(z, z)−B(z, z)∂J(z)(z, z)
+ 2B(z, z)(J(z)(z, z)J(z)(z, z)− J(z)(z, z)J(z)(z, z)))dz ∧ dz¯
(4.69)
In a descriptive point of view the anomaly originates from the arising, at the quan-
tum level, by blowing up the J(z)(z, z)J(z)(z, z)Λ(z, z) vertices by means of Λ prop-
agators, in order to generate as 1-loop contributions, tyhe < J(z)(z, z)J(z)(z
′, z′) >
two point functions. This construction generates divergencies which require coun-
terterm subtractions from the diagram:

< ΛΛ >
J(z) J(z)
(4.70)

< ΛΛ >
< ΛΛ >
J(z) J(z)
(4.71)
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We point out that the ΛΛ loops are the only pathologies which introduce divergen-
cies (and so needs a subtraction procedure). These phenomena occur also in the
pure Λ sector: for instance in the 1-loop correction to the Λ propagator:

< ΛΛ >
Λ Λ
(4.72)
( and similar diagram to that in fig. (4.71)) and more generally in the n-point
correlation function for the Λ fields, but in this case the counter-term fit to remove
this pathology, is already present at the Classical level.
In order to cancel the anomaly (4.69) and the divergencies coming from the <
J(z)(z, z)J(z)(z
′, z′) > two-point function we follow a method alternative to the one
already given in Ref [19], which reminds to the most classical papers in gauge theory
renormalization [37] [38] [36]
We shall introduce as counter-term the three dimensional Chern-Simons action:
Γcounterterm = ~σ
∫
dz ∧ dz¯ ∧ dt
{
Tr
(
J(z, z, t)dJ(z, z, t)
+
2
3
J(z, z, t)J(z, z, t)J(z, z, t)
)}
(4.73)
to define a new Action:
ΓQuantum = ΓClassical − Γcounterterm (4.74)
The σ coefficient can be calculated in a well defined renormalization scheme, and
its value fixes the coupling of the pointlike JJ, JJJ interactions.
So the model is now anomaly free, and a new generating functional ZQuantum[J],
which is W invariant at the quantum level, can be defined, so extending at every
order of perturbation theory the Equation (4.55).
ZQuantum[J] =
∫ ∏[
dZ(R)dJ(z)dJ(z)dΛ
]
exp
i
~
ΓQuantum
(4.75)
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δWZQuantum[J] = 0 (4.76)
The price to pay is to introduce 1-loop contributions generating the two point func-
tion< J(z, z)J(z, z) > (which, as counter-term, compensate the graphs (4.70)(4.71))
and the 3-point function < J(z, z)J(z, z)J(z, z) >.
This leads to a new dynamics at the quantum level, where the Z(R)(z, z) fields still
do not propagate.
But we never omit that the symmetry is true and consistent only with the addition,
of Eqs(4.58), (4.61) (4.59) (4.62), (4.63), with ZQuantum replacing ZClassical.
So the quantum extension, linked to the conclusions found, at the Classical level
after the discovery of the D.O.R equivalence of the coordinates Z(R)(z, z) and
Z
′(R)(z, z) in Eqs (3.51), generates new prospects for the meaning of Forsyth-
Laguerre coordinates and their frames.
4.3 The dynamics of Forsyth Laguerre frames
The first requirement for a coordinate system, is the ”absolute” independence in
the choice of each coordinate.
This means that each Z(R)(z, z) field has to be ”completely independent” from the
others, not only in the ”mathematical” sense but even in the ”dynamical ” one.
Recall that at the Classical level there is no interaction for these fields, but due
to the birth, at the quantum level, of the two point function < JzJ(z) >, from the
added counter-term, this new propagator represented as:
< Jz(p)(m)(z, z)Jw¯(q)(n)(w,w) > (4.77)
induces a new dynamical mechanism, and is at the origin of the interaction between
coordinates Z(R)(z, z), Z(S)(w,w) of two different Forsyth-Laguerre frames, which
at the Classical level were totally independent.
Geometrically this might be the signature of the existence of a propagator linking
two different fibers over the Riemann surface.
Indeed, if we consider the correlator of two first order derivatives of the wronskian,
the D.O.R. decomposition produces an interaction of each wronkian element with
the the connection J(z, z) , that is: (R means radial ordering)
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〈R∂̟
(R)
(p) (z, z)∂w̟
(S)
(q) (w,w)〉 = ∂
(p+1)
z ∂
(q)
w ∂w〈Z
(R)(z, z)Z(S)(w,w)〉
= R
(
∂z(p+1)
δ
δJ(zz¯)(R)(z, z)
∂w∂w(q)
δ
δJ(ww¯)(S)(w,w)
ZConnectedQuantum [J]|[J=0]
)
=R
(
δ
δη(z)
(p)
(R)(z, z)
δ
δη(w)
(q)
(S)(w,w)
ZConnectedQuantum [J]|[J=0]
)
=
< Jz(p)(m)(z, z)Jw¯(q)(n)(w,w) >∑m,n̟(R)(m)(z, z) ̟(S)(n)(w,w)
≡ ~θ
(R,S)
(p+q+1,1)(z − w, z − w)
(4.78)
where the last line is to underline that the lowest order (local) term comes from
the counter-term addition, so it takes a non vanishing value only at the quantum
extension.
So we have to ask if the Forsyth-Laguerre coordinate frames loose their meaning
(in the sense of their full independence) after the quantum corrections or not.
To get a precise answer to this question we have to make use of the locality attribute
of the frame in Eq (2.4); that is that at each point of the Riemann surface
lives a frame, which, at the Classical level, is fully disjoint to the other ones living
on the other points of the manifold.
On the other hand the radiative corrections generate an ~-order interaction of the
derivatives of the wronskians rows ̟(R)(z, z) and ̟(S)(w,w), and induce their inter-
action depending from the distance (z−w, z−w). Indeed the counter-term addition
restores the W-type extended holomorphic diffeomorphism invariance (and then the
conformal one.
So, from a pure mathematical point of view, the quantum dynamics puts restric-
tions to the ”full” independence of the coordinates Z(R)(z, z) from each others,
and the definition of the Laguerre-Forsyth frame, at the quantum level, must be
reconsidered.
Indeed the Z(R)(z, z) space-time manifold is now replaced by a quantum Hilbert
space and its use as a coordinates underlying space is really troublesome.
The only escape way to use, is to recover the role of the Laguerre-Forsyth frame,
after the quantum improvement, introducing, by means of the dynamics rules, a
”quantum star” 3 product within the projective Laguerre-Forsyth coordinates frame
3 in the sense that it is meaningless at the Classical level
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at point (z − w, z − w) as:
〈Z(R) ∗ Z(S)〉(z − w, z − w) ≡ 〈Z(R)(z, z)Z(S)(w,w)〉 = ~θ(R,S)(z − w, z − w)
(4.79)
We stress that this ”composition rule” is dynamically induced by a Quantum Con-
formal Field Theory model in which the extended holomorphic diffeomorphism sym-
metry has been restored after the addition of a Chern-Simons counter-term.
This conclusion calls to mind the papers [39],[40],[41] within the Deformation Quan-
tization approach[42], but we prefer here to not define the full character of this dot
product.
Furthermore, since, due to the radial ordering R procedure ( which for the Green
functions in the conformal framework replaces the ordinary T -ordering), this prod-
uct is intrinsically not commutative, this procedure lays down the foundations for
a non-commutative space.
So the Laguerre-Forsyth frame regains its role within the domain of the non-
commutative coordinates, giving a possible quantum explanation of this property.
5 Conclusions
The non commutative geometry on coordinates have been introduced in Physics long
time ago [43] [44], and provides solutions, at the quantum level, for Field Theory,
Elementary Particle Physics and many other branches whose amazing beauty leads
to the conclusion that should be a pity to discard this possibility. The commutative
limit is reached as a classical limit approximation, and only in this sense the so many
success of the centuries-old commutative geometry within the ordinary Mathematics
and Physics can be fully accepted.
To recover both the solutions as the consequence of a dynamical phenomenon could
be a good compromise [45].
Our operative treatment in any arbitrary dimension, provides an alternative descrip-
tion with no strong magnetic background [46], or M-theory [47], but just assumes
a geometrical background only.
We hope that this could be an appreciated suggestion.
22
References
[1] A. B. Zamolodchikov. Infinite additional symmetries in two-dimensional
conformal quantum field theory. Theor. Math. Phys., 65:1205–1213, 1985.
[2] Peter Bouwknegt and Kareljan Schoutens. W symmetry in conformal field
theory. Phys. Rept., 223:183–276, 1993.
[3] Tjark Tjin. Finite and infinite w algebras and their applications. 1993.
[4] Jan de Boer and Tjark Tjin. Quantization and representation theory of finite
w algebras. Commun. Math. Phys., 158:485–516, 1993.
[5] Jan de Boer, Frederique Harmsze, and Tjark Tjin. Nonlinear finite w
symmetries and applications in elementary systems. Phys. Rept., 272:139–214,
1996.
[6] V. G. Drinfeld and V. V. Sokolov. Lie algebras and equations of korteweg-de
vries type. J. Sov. Math., 30:1975–2036, 1984.
[7] P. Di Francesco, C. Itzykson, and J. B. Zuber. Classical w algebras. Commun.
Math. Phys., 140:543–568, 1991.
[8] C. M. Hull. Classical and quantum w gravity. 1991.
[9] C. M. Hull. W gravity anomalies 1: Induced quantum w gravity. Nucl. Phys.,
B367:731–743, 1991.
[10] C. M. Hull. W geometry. Commun. Math. Phys., 156:245–275, 1993.
[11] Roberto Zucchini. Light cone w(n) geometry and its symmetries and projective
field theory. Class. Quant. Grav., 10:253–278, 1993.
[12] Roberto Zucchini. A krichever-novikov formulation of classical w algebras on
riemann surfaces. Phys. Lett., B323:322–329, 1994.
[13] Roberto Zucchini. The drinfeld-sokolov holomorphic bundle and classical w
algebras on riemann surfaces. J. Geom. Phys., 16:237–274, 1995.
[14] Suresh Govindarajan. Higher dimensional uniformization and w geometry. Nucl.
Phys., B457:357–374, 1995.
[15] Daniela Garajeu, Richard Grimm, and Serge Lazzarini. W gauge structures and
their anomalies: An algebraic approach. J. Math. Phys., 36:7043–7072, 1995.
[16] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. W-algebras from symplectomorphisms. J.
Math. Phys., 41:2233–2250, 2000.
[17] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. The role of complex structures in w-symmetry.
Nucl. Phys., B577:471–499, 2000.
[18] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. Primary currents and riemannian geometry in
w-algebras. Nucl. Phys., B606:673–688, 2001.
23
[19] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. Induced quantum gravity on a riemann surface.
Int. J. Mod. Phys., A18:4371–4402, 2003.
[20] A.R.Forsyth. Theory of Differential Equations, volume 4. Dover, New York,
1959.
[21] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. in preparation. 2004.
[22] Bol G. Abh.Math.Sem.Hamburger, 16:1, 1949.
[23] Krichever I.M. and Novikov S.P. Funktz. Analiz.Prilozh., 21(2):46, 1987.
[24] Krichever I.M. and Novikov S.P. Funktz. Analiz.Prilozh., 23(21):24, 1989.
[25] D.A. Hejal. Monodromy grous for higher-order differential equations. Bull.
AMS, 81:590–592, 1975.
[26] D.A. Hejal. Monodromy and linear polymorphic functions. Acta Mathematica,
135:1–55, 1975.
[27] D.A. Hejal. Monodromy grous and poincare series. Bull AMS, 85:339, 1975.
[28] C. Becchi. On the covariant quantization of the free string: The conformal
structure. Nucl. Phys., B304:513, 1988.
[29] A. Bilal, V. V. Fock, and I. I. Kogan. On the origin of w algebras. Nucl. Phys.,
B359:635–672, 1991.
[30] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. The geometry of w3 algebra: A twofold way
for the rebirth of a symmetry. Nucl. Phys., B594:477–500, 2001.
[31] J. A. Dixon and J. C. Taylor. Renormalization of wilson operators in gauge
theories. Nucl. Phys., B78:552–560, 1974.
[32] J. A. Dixon. Computing brst cohomology using spectral sequences. In *Chester
1988, Proceedings, Differential geometric methods in theoretical physics* 159-
171. (see Conference Index).
[33] G. Bandelloni. Diffeomorphism cohomology in quantum field theory models.
Phys. Rev., D38:1156–1168, 1988.
[34] G. Bandelloni and S. Lazzarini. Diffeomorphism cohomology in beltrami
parametrization. J. Math. Phys., 34:5413–5440, 1993.
[35] C. Becchi, A. Rouet, and R. Stora. Renormalization of gauge theories. Annals
Phys., 98:287–321, 1976.
[36] Mario Abud, Jean Pierre Ader, and Luigi Cappiello. Consistent anomalies of
the induced w gravities. Phys. Lett., B369:108–116, 1996.
[37] Bruno Zumino. Chiral anomalies and differential geometry: Lectures given at
les houches, august 1983. Lectures given at Les Houches Summer School on
Theoretical Physics, Les Houches, France, Aug 8 - Sep 2, 1983.
24
[38] R. Stora. Algebraic structure of chiral anomalies. Lectures given at 16th GIFT
Seminar on Theoretical Physics, Jaca, Spain, Jun 3-8, 1985.
[39] Alberto S. Cattaneo. Formality and star products. 2004.
[40] Alberto S. Cattaneo and Giovanni Felder. On the globalization of kontsevich’s
star product and the perturbative poisson sigma model. Prog. Theor. Phys.
Suppl., 144:38–53, 2001.
[41] Alberto S. Cattaneo and Giovanni Felder. A path integral approach to the
kontsevich quantization formula. Commun. Math. Phys., 212:591–611, 2000.
[42] Maxim Kontsevich. Deformation quantization of poisson manifolds, i. Lett.
Math. Phys., 66:157–216, 2003.
[43] Hartland S. Snyder. Quantized space-time. Phys. Rev., 71:38–41, 1947.
[44] A. Connes. Noncommutative geometry. IN *CARGESE 1987, PROCEEDINGS,
NONPERTURBATIVE QUANTUM FIELD THEORY* 33-69.
[45] Richard J. Szabo. Discrete noncommutative gauge theory. Mod. Phys. Lett.,
A16:367–386, 2001.
[46] Nathan Seiberg and Edward Witten. String theory and noncommutative
geometry. JHEP, 09:032, 1999.
[47] Tom Banks, W. Fischler, S. H. Shenker, and Leonard Susskind. M theory as a
matrix model: A conjecture. Phys. Rev., D55:5112–5128, 1997.
25
